Case No. 91-168-A Carroll W. Forrest 2 ‘ Case No. 91-168-A Carroll W. Forrest 3 case No. 91-168-A carroll W. Forrest .
HE : ) :J‘ | .
IN THE MATTER OF THE BEFORE T

e FORREST COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS ? ' residents on his court supported and complimented his carport existing to the rear of both his and the neighbors'

ROLL W. FORREST | - . | . - : | -
| ggg oD ON T SOUTHNESY oF | addtrion. i Judgment the grading necessary for the rear yard location would _ " the protection of the total community and have priority over the
LOCATED ON THE SOUTHWEST |

r 3 > - .
0 s ’ ' ’ 1 g nstruction of the carport, represen atives of the . require a rete .
SOUTHEAST OF THE CENTERLINE BALTIMORE COUNT ? t |

OF LINCOLN WOODS CASE NO. 91-168-A K Woodbridge Valley Association recognized what they considered to be . of water runoff made a rear vyard construction a practical ° ' petween neighbors.
(3 UNION HALL COURT) . 5 |

L B TUMANIC DIST CcT * | a zoning setback violation as well as 'a circumvention of the ‘; difficulty. Mr. Commodari likewise felt the removal of trees would Mr. Robert Lloyd,
1ST COUNCILMANIC DISTRI | ‘

vards. In his ' support of Petitioner by asserting that zoning laws are written for
desires of a particular individual and any agreement reached

former chairman of the Covenant Committee

covenants agreement signed by residents of Woodbridge Valley at the f icause harm to the neighborkbood and would be contrary to the spirit ' and current president of the association, offered his personal
* * * * * *

OPINION time they purchased their property. Entered into the record of ,1 and intent of requlations to maintain pervious ground surfaces.

I i
This matter is before this Board on appeal from a decision of this case is a conciliatory letter from the Woodbridge Valley ‘I considered the carport addition consistent with the community and -

He | ' %‘;reasons for objecting to the carport addition, as well as others in

the community. His testified of meeting with the contractor at the

the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County dated December 20, Covenants Committee to the property owner addressing the issues of | . ' not harmful to the immediate neighborhood.  subject site and receiving an attitude of indifference over the

1990, which denied the property owner’s Petition for a 4-foot side zoning regulations, variances and covenants, and understandings and | Counsel for the Petitioner submitted photographs of several
L] ! - - '. - L) - L]
yard setback in lieu of the 15 feet required. The subject property suggestions as to the resolution of Petitioner's violations. ghouses in the community improved with carport and garage additions

zoning and permit violations of the nearly completed carport.

1 In consideration of the issues of this Petitioner's reguest

is situated in a D.R. 3.5 zone in the First Councilmanic District,

Appearing as an expert witness in planning for the Petitioner, || that required setback variances for construction. . _ for a side yard setback variance, the test to be applied in

located in the Woodbridge Valley Community of Catonsville. Mr. Nicholas Commodari drew upon previous years of professional | Counsel for the Protestants presented Mrs. Janet Hayden, a . fijdetermining whether to grant or deny a variance is found in

The Petitioner, Carroll W. Forrest, testified how he engaged

i i »
experience with the Office of Planning & Zoning to support the 3! long-time resident of Woodbridge Valley, and recognized by the : : . Anderson v. Board of Appeals, Town of Chesapeake Beach, 22 Md. App.
1

a home improvements contractor to rehabilitate his dwelling of 18 request for the 4-foot side yard setback. Referencing the zoning

;fBoard as an expert in real estate sales. Mrs. Hayden testified I . 28 (1974):
years with a new roof, siding, picture window and side porch. . requlations in effect when Woodbridge Valley was approved (1967), ! ;that the carport was too close to the neighbor's house and took E 1. whether strict compliance with requirement would

i -' i ' ' unreasonably prevent the use of the property for a |
Petitioner testified that, in Mr. Commodari cited Section 301.1 of the R-10 zoning regulation, ' away the openness between houses that exists in the community. She : permitted purpose or render conformance unnecessarily |

| ! burdensome;
and that the subject site is "grandfathered" to that setback saw the carport as a negative impact on the neighbors', as well as i

While the work was in progress,

consultation with the contractor, he decided to add a carport to

whether the grant would do substantial 1njust1ce to
applicant as well as other property owners in the

; y district or whether a lesser relaxation than that applied
reqgulation of 15 feet or a two side sum of 25 feet. Mr. Paul Wraqgg, zoning chairman and secretary of the ; : for would give substantial relief; and

his dwelling. He further testified of a long-existing difficulty regulation of 7.5 feet for an open carport rather than the D.R. 3.5 other, properties in the community.

he has faced with the car pad of his driveway and water drainage

into his basement. As a solution, Petitioner agreed to the carport In response to Protestant's suggestion that a garage could be Woodbridge Valley Association, testified to his familiarity with ! _. whether relief can be granted in such fashion that the

spirit of the ordinance will be observed and public

as a corrective measure, as well as a further improvement to the constructed in the rear yard of the property, Mr. Commodari the subject property and of communications with the Petitioner. ' - safety and welfare secured.

appearance of his house. Assured that the contractor would obtain

concurred, bﬁt opined that the location would have negative Mr. Wraqg considered the carport an intrusion, and that to remove ! In evaluating the testimony and the exhibits entered into the

i i - - | g . . . .
any necessary permits, the addition of the carport commenced in consequences for the Petitioner and his neighbors. He cited the 7- the structure would neither interfere with the Petitioner's use of . lkrecord of this case, the Board is also guided by a regulation as

. T TIo H - - i
June of 1990 until Petitioner received an order from Baltimore foot drop from the car pad to the level of the rear yard, the in- his property nor permit an unreasonable hardship. Mr. Wragg, one | i;stated in Mclean v. Soley, 270 Md. 208 (1973) that an area variance

County to stop work on July 1, at which time the carport was 30 ground swimming pool, and the large and numerous hardwood trees ) i of 850 homeowners in the community, countered the neighbors' ? = ffmaY be granted where strict compliance with the zoning regulation

|
percent complete. petitioner testified that his neighbors and 1‘
E
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PETITION FOR ZONING BEFORE THE ZONING COMMISSIONERE . pErrTIO
case No. 91-168-A  Carroll W. Foxrest . 6 : :ﬁ?iﬂgfon Hall Court, OF BALTIMORE COUNTY - _ © sW/s UnﬁoioiaigNéggr‘t!}}Rﬁ?E BETORE THE
case No. 91-163-2 Carroll . Forrest j | supra, and Soley, supra, can be reasonably and satisfactorily . | Il.grslcoig ggogge o/1 of Case No. 91-168-2a | :
would cause practical difficulty to the Petitioner and his - Jied. and that to demy the variance would place an undue iztuglggtfii(iilnggz?i:ét . izt giﬁﬁzﬁaﬁztgﬁmt OF DALTINORE COUNTY
property. ' ‘ PP ' : 1st Councilmanic ‘

‘ : : . ‘ Case No. 91-168-A
s wpon the petitioner. .‘ District ._ Carroll W. Forrest

Petitioner

SE of the c/l of Lincoln Woods ZONING COMMISSIONER
{3 Union Hall Court)

It is obvious to the Board that the posture taken by the o 1 ' : *
Woodbridge Valley Association has not been adversarial in their :

IT IS THEREFORE this _1i6th day of __ October , 1991 by the | . NOTICE OF APPEAL

opposition to the structure, but conciliatory in enforcing FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

County Board of appeals of Baltimore County ORDERED that  the ! Please note an appeal from the decision of the Zoninni

- ' The Petitioner herein requests a vari it i
' ’ . o regard to o . | | - - - ‘ qu ariance to permit a side vyard
regulations designed for their r petition for a side yard setback variance of 4 feet for an open | Commissioner, J. Robert Haines, in the above-captioned matter,|

community covenant, this violation is a matter for the Courts and

| '[ _ setback of 4 feet for an open projection (carport) in lieu of the minimum
carport in lieu of the minimum required 15 feet, and a side yard under date of December 20, 1990, to the County Board of Appeals!
- l I

not the Board of Appeals. However, in light of exhibits required 15 feet, and a side yard setback sum of 16.8 feet in lieu of the

setback sum of 16.8 feet in lieu of the required 25 feet ke and the i on behalf of the Petitioner, Carroll W. Forrest, and fo::wami ’ ired 75
. . : ‘ require 5
. < £t i valley properties with carport ; : . o L
identifying other Wcodbridge . ; all papers in connection therewith to the Board for hearing.;
same is hereby GRANTED. : N Exhibit 1.
Any appeal from this decision must be made in accordance with - Mr. Forrest's check #3969 in the amount of $150.00 made payable [

feet for an existing carport in accordance with Petitioner's

variances, it is likely that the Woodbridge Valley Association may

iti ! i en consulted. i . . PR : The Petiticner appeared and testified. Appearin Prot
have approved Petitioner's carport it they had be rules B-1 through B-13 of the Maryland Rules of Procedure. ? , to Baltimore County, Maryland is attached hereto. : PP 9 as Protestants

i i as to the proper location
Ccertain points of law and argument prop . T )

: . ; . | | G : s :
of a carport on the property were presented in this hearing by Mr. OF BALTIMORE COUNTY | m éﬁ’- 07 62 1000 - ; reger on behalf of himself and the Woodbridge Valley

. - | DougZ@as L. Burgeéss . Civic Association.
i ot participate in the w bﬂ&/ﬂ/w/”rb? | i
Commodari, an expert witness, who did n P P | W lhaps T o Chalman | ‘ . .

- | . - 7 | - Testimon
hearing before the Zoning Commissioner. We find his testimony “ ‘ y

| | -' ' Y pridif o W e s . ,
persuasive in that the removal of trees and che extensive grading /(/Mwé th% _ %, A.é’z B B Hall Court

Harry E{ Buchheister, Jr.” ' NOLAN, PLUMHOFF & WILLIAMS, CHTD

B . . Suite 700, Court Towers A' S single family dwelli ith arpo i i ject
oy for 8 e vard garage vould be detrimental and : 210 Hest Penasrlvenis Avenue | ) N g Y ing with an attached c rt, which is the subject of

Towson, Maryland 21204
S. Diane Levero : (301) 823-7800

in view of the practical difficulty of the rear yard ' e | I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this fﬁday ofM

alternatlve, the carport addition to the side of the house appears

! . . ..
i in the matter were Shirley Hickinbothom, Robert C. Lloyd, and George P.
b

Improvement and

indicated that the subject property, known as 3 Union

, consists of .35 acres zoned D.R. 3.5 and is improved with a

burdensome to the Petitioner as well as other property owners.

this case, and a swimming pool. WMr. Forrest testified that he hired a

contractor to rehabilate the entire dwelling. Testimony indicated that at

the same time the rehab work was in progress

i i | . Petiti i
1991, a copy of the foregoing Notice of Appeal was mailed to etitioner decided to have a

N

) . carport constructed on the thea i ] i 1 -
as a reasonable use of his property and withi.n the spir.tt of the i southeast side of the dwellirng to provide pro

@%ﬂ FILING

A
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Shirley Hickindontham, 6428 Clifton Forge Circle, Catonsville,,

tection from inclement weather for his di i
ord:.nance. : Regretfully, the procedures followed 1n ther add:.t:.on of‘_ B} r his disabled wife.

Maryland 21228, Robert C. Lloyd, 1305 Gatefield Road, Petitioner testi-

the carport were taken',i.ln V1olatz.on of Baltlmore County Zoningnk'rd;:r | o o S - | ) 'NOLAL;;?SEHOFF Catonsville, Maryland 21228 and George P. Greger, 6 - Monroe

' »case is mnst _— R | I & WILLIAMS, . ]
and thlS fact of the Pet:.tioner s o R 1] SRR CHARTERED Field Court, Catonsville, Maryland 21228,

fied that he was not aware that any permit was needed and indicated tkat

he thought the contractor was responsible for getting any
Regulatlons,

necessary per-

CRDER RECE!

>
O mits for construction.
troublesome to the Board.-, However, by grant:.ng the variance

Board feels that the consrderatrons of Anderson, : B | - S - . REC EIVED Mﬁ et
requeSted : the cer L mmemdsns sk Caal e S L B ST P | R - Doug‘%s L Burges@




Baltimore County Government
Zoning Commissioner
Office of Planning and Zoning

The Protestants testified in general opposition to the relief

PETITION FOR ZONING VARIANCE

ably prevent the use of the property or be unnecessarily burdensome. | - TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF
! BALTIMORE COUNTY: 9 / é g - A

o . . . Therefore, the variance requested must be denied. . -
reuested and argued that Detitioner was advised by both the Hoodbridge 111 West Chesapeake Avenue g ’I_‘li}lgdu;ndemgned, legal owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is
Towson, MD 21204 887-3353 estrl in the description and plat attached hereto and made a part hereof, hereby petition for a

Valley Improvement and Civic Association, and their attorney, Robert J. ' Pursuant to the advertisement, posting of the property, and . .
Variance from Section ___ 102-3-B (208.3, R-10, 1967 Regs.) _ To allow a side yard setback of

December 20, 1900

public hearing on this pPetition held, and for the reasons given above, the

) -

covenants and further that a building permit was required. Testimony relief requested should be denied.
further indicated that the subject carport was not constructed until after THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Zoning Commissioner for - Mr. Carroll W. Forrest
3 Union Hall Court £ : : :
of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County, to the Zening Law of Baltimore County; for the

petitioner's wife passed away. Baltimore County this Qfg] ay of December, 1990 that the Petition for Catonsville, Maryland 21228 ‘ following reasons: (indicate hardshi teal difficul
: - 1p or practic ifficulty)

An area variance may be granted where strict application of the Zoning Variance to permit a side yard setback of 4 feet for an open projec- RE: PETITION FOR ZONING VARTANCE v ! Cin & orn ,5]!'..{.0 C"{‘Qé brcd 11 /q!olm‘l -Q_—JY w(‘ceh. L:)L o
. i i . i . SW/S Union Hall Court, 135' SE of the c/1l of Lincoln Woods Drive e
zoning regulations would cause practical difficulty to the Petitioner and tion (carport) in lieu of the minimum required 15 feet, and a side yard {3 Union Hall Court) - twes Centlie < WL'@[ < by J’O —]_Z bévm@é
1st Election District - 1st Councilmanic District +_‘J . O
Conmcen ]Ov-o‘l‘eﬁ hes \O}ew lobé Leo Ly s

his property. McLean v. Soley, 270 Md. 208 (1973). To prove practical setback sum of 16.8 feet in lieu of the required 25 feet for an existing . Carroll W. Forrest - Petitioner
- Case NHo. 91-168-A

carport, in accordance with Petitioner’s Exhibit 1, be and is hereby DE- z CWPW+ Ccnn‘l’}‘t,c,‘“u CL‘J HO‘L 8‘6{‘ ! %'Z{' ‘MA'*’ su Hﬂ

Dear Mr. Forrest:

difficulty for an area variance, the Petitioner must meet the following:
1) whether strict compliance with requirement would NIED; and,
Enclosed please find a copy of the decision rendered in the

unreasonably prevent the use of the property for a IT IS URTHER ERED 44 =
permitted purpose or render conformance unnecessarily F ORD that Petitioner shall have the subject above-captioned matter. The Petition for Zoning Variance has been denied

- F-
Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations. \ |
<

i i I, or we, agree to pay expenses of ab i ich : -
burdensome; in accordance with the attached Order. L , pay expenses of above Variance adverlising, posting, etc.. upon hli . a5
carport removed from the property by no later than April 1, 1991. : Tt .. peglt_mn, and further agree to and are to be bound by the zoning regula%ions anfl resl[r?cgtigns'{j'!éj j2->7
Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law For Baltimore County. 4 F
: 0
e

2) whether the grant would do cubstantial injustice In the event any party finds the decision rendered is unfavor-
to applicant as well as other property oOwners in the able, any party may file an appeal to the County Board of Appeals within /%
. AR _PPe A Ve aly
thirty (30) days of the date of this Order.  For further information on ' under/ the %%‘f:l]gg;nh}f (;i%zrlf;‘ a[‘tl‘lllia?fﬁr\ig

district or whether a lesser relaxation than that
applied for would give substantial relief; and T filing an appeal, please contact Ms. Charlotte Radcliffe at 887-3391. . are the legal owner(s) of the prop - 1
- . , which is the subject of this Pelilion. :

Zoning Commissioner Very truly yours, Contract Purchaser:

for Baltimore County - Legal Owner(s):

3) whether relief can be granted in such fashion
that the spirit of the ordinance will be observed and
t

public safety and welfare secured.
‘ Jf ez

J. ROBERT HAINES
; Zoning Commissioner
i/ for Baltimore County

Anderson v. Bd. of Appeals, Town of Chesapeake Beach, 22 Md.
. . JRH:bjs

(1974). ‘
. cc: Ms. Shirley Hickinbothom
AFter due consideration of the testimony and evidence presented, 6428 Clifton Forge Circle, Catonsville, Md. 21228

there is insufficient evidence to allow a finding that the Petitioners Mr. Robert C. Lloyd . -
1305 Gatefield Road, Catonsville, Md. 21228 : City and State Signature

%\@% FILING

would experience practical difficulty or unreascnable hardship if the N
Mr. George P. Greger Attorney for Petitioner: .

requested variance were denied. The testimony presented by Petitioner was 6 Monroe Field Court, Catonsville, Md. 21228 3 Undon Hv’ { ng‘\‘ H 794 -9028

in support of a matter of preference rather than of the necessity for the People's Counsel

Fil | i
1le City and State

ORDER R

3’3‘ variance. The Petitioner failed to show that compliance would unreason-

Name, address and phone number of legal owner, con-
tract purchaser or representative lo be contacted

ORDER RECEIVED

Address Phone No.

ORDERED By The Z.:ing Commissioner of Baltimore County, this

. ®
CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

%f - M? ________ . 19_22, that the subject matter of this petition be advertised, as
required by the Zoning Law of Baltimore County, in two newspapers of general circulation thmligh-
out Baltimore County, that property be posted, and that the public hearing be had before the Zoning
Commissioner of Baltimore Couniy in Room 106, County Office Building in Towson, Baltimore

el

' .'?"'R HEQ%%M FILING

TOWSON, MD., //’ 30 . 19_%

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisernent was

AVAILABLE ¥QOR HEARYE
M?ﬁ:-’—‘ UG5./¥EDs - HZYT THO MOUTHS Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore Co

£ =N
0
Ly

published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper published ' | ALL

Baltimore County _ _ . | 9r18 in Towson, Baltimore County, Md., once in each ch_succﬁs?'E . . DATE F—27-99

Zoning Commisioner [?@@@ﬁ@i ' o ‘. - ‘ weeks, the first publication appearing on / / "(J / ,19 7

County Office Building
111 West Chesapecke Avenue Account: R-001-8150
Towson, Marylond 21204 Humb N s 3 3 6 0
i umber - iiaannuDal‘a
. L, . ||I.I!Khy - - . 3
' Dec. 20,1990 21950 a.m. BEEl Boaltimore County
] - Zoning Commisioner

} i . E ) ] - ) _ . . iy nm’ . 'IIEE; "E; FE; NIAN ’ ﬁ‘ P
' _ . ) . ::wwpﬂl} - and  yard a F. B'S " ] - - e COﬂ:lvl‘y Cffice Building Account: R-O01-6150
; _ ' - required 15 ft. and 25 1L, re- B ' - o gl 111 West Chesapeake A ! Numbe
ZONTNG DESCRIPTION | | _ | L é . - Z g > 0,\ _ DS RY 112 e Caosapeake Avenue umber

;_:” OERT HARNES
Zoning Commissioner of

9/07/9 _ = .
7/30 H 100054 . Publisher

Beginning at a point on the south-west side of Union Hall Court )
PUBLIC HEARIMG FEES .

which is 50 feet wide at the distance of 136.22 feet south east . - : \
- 010 —ZONING VARIANCE (IRL) - - H5.0

of the centerline of the nearest improved intersecting street
Lincoln Woods Drive which is a variable right-of-way. Being _ LAST NAME OF OWNER: FORREST O SLL OTHER IR
~FO0STING 3IGHS

lot # 139, block J, section $ 5 in the subdivision of Woodbridge

Valley as recorded in Baltimore County Plat Book # 35, Folio #105, B
. B3AQSHOOSMICHRE I - : - — “ST NEME OF JUMER: FORREST
BA CO0%:43AM0O9-07-90 : : »

containing 15,230 square feet. Also krown as 3 Union Hall Court . S
Please make checks payable to:  Baftimers County

. . Cashier Valldation:
and located in the # 1 Election District. : ]

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION
/- 30 s %

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was publish-

ed in the CATONSVILLE TIMES, a weekly newspaper published in o £z Baltimore Couniy.

_ - m ) ) / : ¥ Zoning Commisioner

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING o _ L SE of oA of Lincoin Woods Baltimore County, Md., once in each of _/ _ successive weeks, the first . s County Office Building Account: R-001-6150
7/, K ég-'# : PVE T // _ C; / O ] - ‘ 111 West Chesapeake Avenve Number

ZONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY . coon Disiict publication appearing on wudll Towson, Maryland 21204

Towsen, Maryland

19

pistrict__ 4.2 - ,  Dete of Posting//rrtrnbens 2T, 1990
Posted for: W | oottty chpery ] CATONSVILLE TIMES
Location of propecty: /L5 L Mol Coen X, 135  SE of Sl o o . :
Woopder rgra. 3 _Uniin, Sad lownl. a4 . EF Publisher
muonofsm.}ze.%m—nzc% £ 3 Ttsion Wl (oeen?= , . - .

| Rk ' - . o Z 5569
Posted by -.—xf.zg._'..%.----_----__.'__; Date of return-d/pazmbitanio 1159 e g : .
Nuaber of Signs: {

' DaafioBO0RaH ICHRE
Pleate Make Chiscks Payable To: Baltimore County)1l:27AR0G-10-71




Baltimore County . . H:llli.r/nm"c County Government
j mmissioner : . ‘oning Commissioner
gﬁggotq%]anmzlgwfﬁ Zoning gsjntiltj]ng COUFQ’ o | Office of Planning and Zoning .
7 g Commissioner
Towson, Maryland 21204 Office of Planning & Zoning
(301) 887-3353 Towson, Maryland 21204
J. Robert Haines (301) 887-3353

Zoning Commissioner November 8§, 1990 JH West Chesapeake Avenuc
J. Hobert Haines lowson, MD 2120
Zoning Comumissioner 887‘33 53

December 3, 19390

Carroll W. Farrest
3 Union Hall Court NOTICE OF HEARING

Catonsville, Maryland 21228 Mr. Carroll W. Fonest

) ] 3 Union Hall Court
by authority of the Zoning Act and Regulations of BaltimorerSo¥ly F Rasmussen Catonsville, MD 21228

. et i Count; . 2133 N v
@ﬁ@ﬁ The Zoning Ca‘::;J.%SlDﬁe-r.Of :ltt_:::ore Yl’; e1 in in R 186 of the County Office Building, located County Executive
. will bald a public hearing Prop
. = and 21204 follows: .
RE: at 111 W. Cbesapeake Avemue in Towson, Maryl 28 RE: 1Item No. 94, Case No. 91-168-A

Beltimore County P
' ’ | . etitioner: ¢
Zomng COD‘HS!.‘H.‘..;IOHEI' Account: R-001-6150 Petition for Zoning Variauce Petiti arFOll . .FoneSt
CDHH!Y O_fﬁceBuridmg Number CASE NUMBER: 91-168-2 Hien for Zonlng Variance
111 West Chesapeake Avenue o . - -
R Towsoen, Meryland 21204 q / / G g, . . SW/S Union Hall Court, 135' SE of c/1 of Lincoln Woods Drive . petition for <ne Variance
- - /q (#3 Union Hall Court) CASE KUMBER: 91-168-3
Cars ' 1st Election District - Lst Councilmanic S¥/S Union Ball Court, 135" SE of ¢/l of Lincoln Hoads Drive
[2-20-90 TAWD — Petitioner: Carroll W. Forrest (83 Union Hell Court)
. . T i _ . . int i 3 .
HEARING: THURSDAY, DECEMBER 20, 1990 at 9:30 a.m. lst Election District - 1st Councilmanic mqﬁg:‘zzd t°bué“dica“—e the appropriateness of the zoning action
Petitioner: Carroll W. Forrest 450 ot 9:30 a.m problems '.:rith © assure that all parties are made aware of plans or
HEARING: THURSDAY, DECEMBER 20, 1350 at 2:30 a.- . on  thi reg§rd to the development plans that may have a beari
. 1s case. Director of Planning may file a written report with ;ﬁg

Zoning Commissioner with reca i
mmendation 3 374
requested zoning. § as to the suitability of the

Dear Mr. Fonest-

:IiuéhZorg}j;ng Plans Advisory Committee has reviewed the plans submitted
e above referenced petition. The following comments are nzt

Dear Petitiomer(s}):

. . 3 thack st of 16
Variance to allow a side yard setback of 4 ft. for an open projecticn (carport) and a side yard se . Enclosed are all comments submitted from the mb f
s q: i . and 25 ft., respectively. , at ; ; - members of the Commi
ﬂ“,SJn.nlhguofﬂmzmmnﬁﬂlet ’ 2 F?;i time thit ogfer or request information on your petition 1tt§§
mi comments from the remainin )
g members are i ;
THIS FEE MUST BE PATD AND THE ZOKING SIGN & POST SET(S) RETURNED OF THE DAY OF THE HEARING OR THE ORDER SHALL NOT forward them to you. Otherwise, any comment that is EEEElzﬁg;riaz;ii

ISSUE. DO NOT REMOVE THE SIGN & PQST SET(S) FROM THE PROPERTY UNTIL THE DAY OF THE HERRTNG. ‘ will be placed in the hearing file This petition was a ted £
i ccepte or

filing on the date of the e ili
ncl d s
scheduled accordingly. osed filing certificate and a hearing

Please be advised that § g 0. 02 is due for advertising and posting of the abave captioned property.

please make your check payable to Baltimore County, Maryland. Bring the check and the sign & post set(s) to the . :
Zoping Office, County Office Building, 111 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Room 113, Towson, Maryland fifteen {15) minutes : IT
before your hearing is scheduied to begin.

Wou
ol OFFIE‘E ﬁgmﬁgigicéggg IEI;?U WOULD RETURN YOUR WRITTEN COMMENTS TO
35304 RO0L ARDING TINIARSKI.  IF YOU HAVE ANY

12-20-33 REGARDING THIS, PLEASE CONTACT HER AT 887-3391. QUESTIONS

Piease Make Checks Payabie To: Baltimore County) 7 : 034H12-20
v ’
: /W , truly yours,
2y £ :
. P . &
' OBERT HAINES

ZONING COMMISSIONER
BALTIMORE CCQUNTY, MARYLAND
JED: jw Zoning Plans Advisory Committee

JRH:gs
Enclosures

Baltimore County Government
Zoning Commissioner | - | . -
. ofﬁc: gf Pglanning and Zoning Baltimore County ] . Fireﬂgg;emfnﬂ EI
1.2 . ) Department of Public Works . Five Department, .
‘ Bureau of Traffie Engineering . 700 East Joppa Road, Suite 901
Courts Building, Suite 405 : Towson,_' Maryland 21204-5500
Towson, Maryland 21204 ‘ - (301) 8874500

887-3353 g BALTIMORE COUNTY, M ARYLAND : (301) 887-3554 : S Paul H. Reincke

e
111 West Chesapeake Avenu OCTOBER 9, 198490

21204 . =
Towson, MD o INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

i DATE: October 2, 1990 o - |
v Comisei | | October 3, 1390 J. Pobert Hzines

1. Robert Ralnes Zoning Commissioner
Cffice of Planninc ané Zoni
Ealtimore County Office Buildirn

Dennis F. Rasmusszn Towson, MD 21204

Mr. J. Robert Haines County Execiths
Zoning Commissioner

County Office Building

Towson, Maryland 21204

Pat Keller, Deputy Director
Office of Planning and Zcning

Property Owner: RCLL ¥/
SUBJECT: Carroll W. Forrest, Item No. 24 e r ot 1
Location: £3 UNION EALL COURT

riance to allow a side yard setback Dear Mr. Haines:

itioner requests a vVa
The Petitd = yard setback of 16 ft. *.

Ttem No.: : 2 S
of 4 Ft- for a carport and a side Ttem Ko.: 94 Zoning Agencde: CCTOBRER 2, 18§80

The Bureau of Traffic Engineering has no comments for

T eceived an : _ ]
Your petition 12° beiSQE. e i ference to the Petitioner's request, staff offers no . items number 73, 94, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108,
3rd day of October, - in reier : 109, 110, 111, & 112
omments. ’ ’ ’ . : Pursuant ‘. the 1 . . -

c ons o i£ this offico can : FREEUEDE S Jobr restecty ene neerenced propasty hag buen curvered by
further estions Oor 1 . _ Very truly yours = == ' Tment iow are ezprplicabie and requirec to be
provié:i zggiiiiggglgn?gnang{ion, pleagg contact Jeffrey Long in the Y | d correcteé ¢r incorporated irnto the final plans for the p?operty_
. . —
7t // 7

iling this
d accepted for filing Gentlemen:

i i 887-3211. . . . .
Office of Planning at /. The Fire Preventicn Buresu has no commerts at this tipe.

W Michael S. Flanigan
e : : PK/JL./cnm ‘ Traffic Engineer Associate II

ﬁ ROBERT HATINES - | serie -
ZONING COMMISSIONER TEM | - | | | rriciedl “ E
i o ‘ | B REVIEWER: _ _ 2 Approvedz,amcmd.‘r =¥e L
_‘ N - Fird Prevertion Bureeau L 0 %' o

Received By:

Gt /\;Q,;_
z%mg plans Advisory Coffnittee

Petitioner: Carroll W. Fot;esf.-

Petitioner's Attorney:

e el T
Ty A ST S i
. - 3




A REVIEW OF THE SITE PIAN FO
FOLLOWING:

(

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND .

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

SEPTEMBER 28, 1990

J. ROBERT HAINES, ZONING COMMISSONER, DEPARTMENT ZONING

CHARLES E. BURNHAM, PLANS REVIEW CHIEF, DEPARTMENT OF
PERMITS & LICENSES 25

ZONING ITEM #: 94
PROPERTY OWNER: Carroll W. Forrest

LOCATION: SW/S Union Hall Gourt, 136" SE centerline of
Lincoln Woods Dr. (#3 Union Hall Court)

ELECTION DISTRICT: ist
COUNCITMANIC DISTRICT: ¥

R THE ABCVE ZONING TTEM INDICATES THE

5 MPLY TO STATE CODE OF

ROPOSED SITE PLAN DOES, DOES NWOT, CO

) MARP VLAND REGULATION 05.01.07, MARYLAND BUILDING CODE FOR THE
AANDICAPPED.

) RAMPS (degree slope)

NUMBER PARKING SPACES

BALTIMORE COUNTY, HARYLAHD
INTEROFFICE CORRES PONDEMNCE

TO: Zoning Advisory Committee DATE: October 3, 1930

FROM: Robert W. Bowling, P.E.

Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting

RE:
for October 2, 1890

The Developers Engineering Division has reviewed
the subject zoning items and we have no comments for
Items 33 (revised), 73, 94, gg, 101, 102z, 103, 104,
105, 106, 108, 110, 111 and 112.

Item 107 is subject to the previous County Review

County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING, ROOM 315
111 W. CHESAPEAKE AVENUE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

(301) 887-3180

Hearing Room -
Room 301, County Office Bldg. May 7, 1991

CASE NO. 91-168-A

ASSIGNED FOR:

NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT

NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND
SUFFICIENT REASONS. REQUESTS FOR POSTPONEMENTS MUST BE
IN WRITING AND IN STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 2{b})}. NO
POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF
SCHEDULED HEARING DATE UNLESS IN FULL COMPLIANCE WITH
RULE 2(c¢), COUNTY COUNCIL BILL NO. 59-73.

CARROLL W. FORREST
SW/s Union Hall Ct., 135" SE of the c/1 of

Lincoln Woods (3 Union Court)
1st Election District
1st Councilmanic District

VAR-Setbacks/carport.
12/20/90 -Z.C.'s Order DENYING Petition.

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 19%1 AT 10:00 a.m.

5/7/91 - Following parties notified of hearing set for September

27, 1991 at 10:00 a.m.:

Mr. Carroll W. Forrest
Douglas L. Burgess, Esquire
Mr. George P. Greger
Woodbridge Valley Impr. Assoc.
Ms. Shirley Hickinbothom
Mr. Robert C. Lloyd
People's Counsel for Baltimore County
P. David Fields
Pat Keller
Public Services
J. Robert Halnes
Ann M. Nastarowicz
James E. Dyer
W. Carl Richards, Jr.

Docket Clerk - Zoning
Arnold Jablon, Chief Deputy County Attorney

oM {
PARKING LOCATI L) S
()

BUTLDING ACCESS
: Group commentis.
cc: Mr. Carroll W. Forrest Petitioner/Appellant

7O SET BACKS FOR EXTERIOR FIRE

OF THE CURRENT ; -
CLE 5 AND ARTICLE 9 For Item 109,

a County Review Group Healbing is
required. Church Lan=s is to be improved

p1.AN DOES, DOES NOT COMPLY
SEPRRATION DISTANCE OF RRTI |
as a 40-foot paving

BALTIMORE COUNTY BUILDING CODE.

i a 60-foot right-of-way.
A BUILDING PERMIT IS REQUIRED BEFORE ANY cog:muggmn C'g; ,giilf) - . section on -
CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS MA% - {//7zzi;é9 2// |
. e ,

SECTION 111.1 OF ARTICLE 1.
- . WLING, F

CHAN STING ROBERT W. ROW 3, P.EA [Chi
SeTClE TR Develorers Engineering Dijfrision

UIRED TO

A CHANGE OF OCCUPANCY PERMIT IS REQ D
USE. OF THE STRUCTURE TQ THE PROPOSED USE. SEE ARTICLEy?gigioggD
ARTICLE ONE, SECTION 103.2 ALTERATIONS MAY BE NEQESSAR — —_

W USE REQUIREMENTS. - . .
—_ Q | V%eople's Counsel for Baltimore County
| ' P. David Fields

Pat Keller

TO FLOOD PLATN LIMITATIONS, SECTION 516.0
Public Services

BALTIMORE COUNTY BUILDING CODE) .
J. Robert Haines
Ann M. Nastarowicz

OTHER -
. James E. Dyer
W. Carl Richards, Jr.

Docket Clerk - Zoning
Arnold Jablon, Chief Deputy County Attorney

Mr. George P. Greger
Woodbridge Valley Impr. Assoc.

Ms. Shirley Hickinbothom

Mr. Robert C. Lloyd

STRUCTURE IS SUBJECT
COUNCIL BILL #158-88 {

DERMITS MAY BE APPLIED FOR @ ROOM 100, 11l WEST CHESAPEAKE RVENUE.
iOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 - PHONE - 887-3900.

MAJOR ITEMS ASSOC
CTED WHEN THE PERMIT APPLICAT

LindalLee M. Kuszmaul

IATED WITH THE SITE PLAN, A | |
: Legal Secretary

THIS REVIEW COVERS ONLY ToN PLANS ARE

FULL REVIEW MAY BE CONDU

SUBMITTED.
138-3.

APPLICABLE CODE: 1987 NATIONAL BUILDING CODES AS ADOPTED BY COUNCIL BILL #13

re B M TS ST SR R e T A T T LT

APPEAL

Petition for Zoning Variance
SW/S Union Hall Court, 135' SE of the ¢/l of Lincoln Woods
3 Union Hall Court
Ist Election Districk ~ 1st Councilmanic District
CARROLL W. FORREST - Petitioner
Case No. 91-168-a

LAW OFFICES
OF

Baltimore County (_Eoyemmcnt
Zoning Commissioner
Office of Planning and Zoving : Description of Property
-Ce¥tificate of Posting : ANELLO and TEMPLE
o LAW BUILDING
1334 SULPHUR SPRING ROAD

P.O. BOX 18280

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21227

Petition for Zoning Variance

Appeal Cover Letter - Case No. 91-168-A
Certificate of Publication

CARROLL W. FORREST - Petitioner

887-3353 : Page 2
' February 7, 13991

SALVATORE E. ANELLO, III (301) 242-6600 DEBORAH A. Km.mm
PATRICIA A. HERRING

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, MD 21204 :
- . Zoning Plans Advisory Committee Comments
T JAMES . TEMPLE, [R. FAX 242.2041
Director of Planning & Zoning Comments . ROBERT LIDSTON Legal Assistants
s T. AUSTIN MURPHY

Entry of Appearance of People's Counsel (None submitted)

February 7, 1991 : George P. Greger - Woodbridge Valley Improvement Association
_ : i 21228 iti ibi
6 Monroe Field Court, Catonsville, MD . Petitioner's Exhibits: 1. Plat to accompany Petition
Protestant's Exhibits: 1. Copy of letter from Robert Lidston ; May 7, 1991

Shirley Hichintcthom )
6428 Clifton Forge Circle, Catonsville, MD 21228 .
. 2. Copy of letter from Paul H. Wragg

Baltimore County Board of Appeals
County Office Building, Reoom 315

Towson, Maryland 21204

Robert C. Lloyd, 1315 Gatefield Road, Catonsville, MD 21228
Zoning Commissioner's Order dated December 20, 1990 (Denied)
Zoning Commissioner

21204
e Notice of Appeal received January 16, 1991 from Douglas L. Burgess, , Office of Planning and Zoning
Attorney on behalf of the Petitioner 109 County Office Bullding
. 111 West Chesapeake Avenue
cc: Carroll W. Forrest, 3 Union Hall Court, Catonsville, MD 21228 . Towson, MD 21204
) Attention: Mrs. Novac

People's Counsel, Rm. 304, County office Bldg., Towson, Md.

RE: Petition for Zoning Variance ) _
SW/S Union Hall Court, 135" SE of the cf1 of Lincoln Woods
{3 Union Hall Court) ) _ )
1st Councilmanic District

1st Election District,
CARROLL. W. FORREST - Petitioner
Douglas L. Burgess - Nolan, Plumhoff & Williams ’
RE: Petition for Zoning Variance
Carroll W. Forrest - Petitioner

Case No. 91-168-A ' '
: Suite 700, 210 West Pennsylvania Ave., Towson, MD 21204
George P. Greger - Woodbridge Valley Improvement Association Case No.: 91-168-A
& Monroe Field Court, Catonsville, MD 21228
7 Dear Ms. Novac:

In my letter to of April 24, 1991, I submitted to you a
check in the amount of $15.00 to order the audiotape transcript
in the above=-captioned matter. You telephoned me on May 2, 1991
to_say that our check was inproperly made out to J. Robert
Haines. Enclosed please find our check made out to Baltimore
County{ Maryland. It is my understanding that you will be
returning our previous check to me and that you will proceed with

crdering this transcript.

Dear Board:
Please be advised that an appeal of the above-referenced case was

£i i i i Douglas L. Burgess,
filed in this office on January 16, 1991 by _ -
Attorney on behalf of the Petitioner. All materials relative to the

case are being forwarded herewith.

Shirley Hickinbothonm
6428 Clifton Forge Circle, Catonsville, MD 21228

f the date and time of the
Robert C. Lloyd, 1315 Gatefield Road, Catonsville, MD 21228

Please notify all parties to “1¢ caze oIf h any questions
i it has been scheduled. you have any .
appeal hearing when 1 to contact this office.

concerning this matter, please do not hesitate
People's Counsel, Rm. 304, County Office Bldg., Towson, Md. 21204

If anything else is regquired, please do not hesitate te
contact me.

Zoning Commissioner

Very truly yours,
4
| | Request Notification: P. David Fields, Director of Plannin ]
: r g & Zoning
J. ROBERT HAINES n Patrick Keller, Office of Planning & Zoning
| J. Robert Haines, Zoning Commissioner
. ] Ann M. Nastarowicz . Deputy Z?ning Commissioner ) Sincerely,
<cer - o James E. Dyer, Zoning Supervisor
JRH _ T W. Carl Richards, Jr., Zoning Coordinator
Enclosures _ _ P . Docket Clerk 2/7( \
] , Arnold Jablon, County Attorney _ 7 }f2?ﬁ451~1$f%¢?
Carr: Union Hall Court, Catonsville, MD 21228 : 3 7 ! : ’
_oll W. Forrest, 3 Un . ’ ) . Public Services - o OBERT LIDSTCN
. . . RL/cam
Enclosurs
AR ;f"g':;._‘*f“w.-"’
ZUnNiNG UHRiLE

cC:

iglas L. Bur'ess - Nolan, Plumhoff & Williams
e ? 1 Towson, MD 21204

suite 700, 210 West Pennsylvania Ave.,

83416
j;,gﬂ Addnos

Al5

-
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. LAW OFFICES .

OF

ANELLO and TEMPLE
LAW BUILDING / : - I S
1334 SULPHUR SPRING ROAD - / 3 | ( <o ppp— ,C- 7 Z LovTS (3cc é_ﬂ'?ﬁ e 56‘. 2,32 g
P.O. BOX 18280 —_ - e
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21227 00 L L / ﬁ-’s ‘/\.} - L [N OYD . .. - B - o ; ‘ 7 A\.)l’n oS S“‘.llnl V. s ij_.llzl-srl;n..t':_‘}_i‘r“'li e L:(’“,‘-‘_-a}:‘ ih el o, 2. , Vegchie Ciny 54” (_r_,,,,‘ .:_',.“:.
SALVATORE E. ANELLO, III DEBORAH A. KELINER | - ' ' o 1790)

301) 242-6600 . ' . . Y oL . , NEFEERE
JaMEs ]. TEMPLE, JR. (I~‘AX)242-2041 PaTRICIA A. HERRING S L - G emee Hevey !/ CrY L oswcoed Wooms o g

;;.'E"}LZ,E:'-’E"‘:‘F”"'E'-'EF.. =l A e ru Y OF_ITCORRR LIS e en s A

g MARYEAND ZONING DECISIONS KELATED AREAS §11.3

ROBERT LIDSTON Legal Assistants : : § 11.3 .

T. AUSTIN MURPHY

April 24, 1991

J. Robert Haines

Zoning Commissioner

office of Planning and Zoning
109 County Office Building
111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

RE: Petition for Zoning Variance
Carroll W. Forrest - Petitioner
Case No.: 91-168-3

Dear Mr. Haines:

Enclosed please find our check in the amount of $15.00 which

G N e b -Mogme Tww O ok
o M.__C:\ﬂ\*;‘a,ua L. Q:N‘e_-—b'\‘;v\w o0 LA oo N " .
 Lewe Suith. . 1o/Flessan] Uﬁ.—‘r[/f)/vbr. AR

_usan Ba:?@’tr‘i Ca,,decﬂqr.,,gpn'nys Ct 2/22é
- Jan Havoew. . _jdal Pleasant l/d,[/:gy Dr

L RELALE -

rehash the res ilts jilready reached after thorough consid-
eration. J
The Court, htswéver, found that an appeal lies fo the

board from a decision of the Planning Board invelving the
final development process in the New Town District. Under
the Express Powers Act, Art. 254, § 5U of the Maryland
Code, Howard County could, as a charter county, enact
tocal laws establishing a board of appeals. The board of
appeals was established pursuant to charter provisions
(Art. V, § 501) and given autharity to review actions of an
administrative agency regarding approvals or other forms
of permission.

See also Klein v. Colonial Pipeline Co., 285 Md. 76, 400
A.9d 768 (1979), and Hape v. Baltimore County, 44 Md.
App. 481,409 A.2d 753 11980;.

§ 11.3. Variances.
v HicLean v Soley, 270 Md. 208, 310 A.2d 783 (1973)

The standard for granting a variance (although it may

greater density and only a slight detriment to the
neighboring property owner.

" Anderson v. Board of Appeals, Town of Chesapeake

Beach, 22 Md. App. 28, 322 A.2d 220 (1974)

The Courl of Special Appeals noted the distinction
between a use variance, which changes the character of the
zoning district and where {here is more difficult burden of
proving “undue hardship” (i.e., needed 1o avoid confisca-
tory operation of ordinance), and an area variance (height,
set back, elc.) where there is a lesser burden of proving
practical difficulty. )

To prove undue hardship for a use variance, the
following three criteria musl be met:

(1) Applicant must be unable lo secure a reasonable
relurn or make any reasonable use of his property (mere
financial hardship or opportunity for greater profit is not
enough).

(2) The difficulties or hardships are peculiar to the
subject property in contrast with other properties in the
zoning district.

we understand is required for the purchase of the audiotape | ! ’
e understand s emired for the purchase of the audi uspthis y L e S . Com SR vary with specific language adopled in a zoning ordinance) (3) Hardship was not the result of applicants own
transcript in the ab? e-captioned . is whether the stricl compliance with the » zoning ordinance aclions. .
. R R regulations would result in “practical difficulty or unrea- _— To prove practical difficulty for an area variance, the
tt anything else is required, please do ot hesitate to ) _ sonable_hardship.” Variances should only be granted if in r following criteria must be met:
: - - - e . o ' D Ari i (1) Whether strict compliance with requirement would

contact me- Q ~ 2 | - o . stricl harmony with the spirit and intent of the zoning
— r:e-‘g"tilﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ_dﬁ]?'iﬁ -such a manner as Lo grant reliel F unreasonably prevent the use of the properly for- a

without substantial injury to the public health, safety and permitted purpose or render conformance unnecessarily
general welfare. : burdensome. ) o

The neoed sufficient to juslify a variance must be substan- (2) Whether the grant would do substaqha_l inj_ust!ce lo
tial and urgent and not merely for the convenience of the applicant as well as olther property owners in district or
applicant. whether a lesser relaxation than that applied for would

The granting of a variance to” the side yard setback give substantial reliel.
requirements (in connection with an apartment develop- . {3) Whether relief can be gran
ment) is justifiable on the ground thal trees could be the spirit of the ordinance will
preserved, contribuling to the greater public benefit, safety and wellare secured.

284 285

Sincerely,

ROBERT LIDST%\

‘\-"ﬂ
U"“"—'L_’S

ted in such fashion that

RI,/can .
/ be observed and public

Enclosure

—t =y n—--._l'""
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Matilns John 0 Bbemant
1305 Lincoén i o
Balto, M0 21225-4531

September 6, 1991

TO: Whom It May Concern

Our names are Mr. and Mrs. John D. Stewart. We live at 1305

— . ‘ : : i IT MAY CONCERN Li :
plat to accompany Petition for Zoning Variance [¥|Special Hearing} | oot | Linooln Wogds, Drive; on the comner of Lincoln Hoots Brive

r N 50/,!4 C’O‘WZ/}’ see pages 5 & 6 of the CHECKLIST for additional required intarmation . - :
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 3 Unioo Aé’//C_""’"’L (2/228) o _ . : Our next door nelighbor, Mr. Wayne Forrest, has had many
% zulfiqar Ali hereby state that I have no objectlon for exterior upgrades done to his rancher. All work, except the . augesc

i - . .
. . . - r‘\m /! A
< . Woodbridae Velky £ : - _%w\' X, | 1
Subdivision name: Woocb 3 .{/%-/r.:cggmyfrc,cvf.ranaf 7 c'!\s\* cefé-:’ . erecting a car port at 3 Union Hall Court. carport, was a replacement and correctlon of work that was

% sectlon#_2 Y. Coroort parxd ") 25
plat book# 35 folla# /02 lot# %22 ,sectlan St ,,,f’pac,é’? D24 V'CTUHY_J,’:_’:_.\\‘\R&%\ done on the orlginal stucture by the Myerhoff Construction
£ Company and had prematurely falled. The quality of the

) T

o ptoring Al Grrsiryction

'-s:'ﬁ*:./ﬁ o fééc/ ’ ';7_3" WOOB&@@?E 5 upgrades appears to far exceed the origlinal work. We were
2580 TEp e vewoy] . VA%V, ' , so lmpressed with the workmanship that, when our roof needed

Fovaas -7 " : -
T }‘_%‘ 0 S - e ~ .32@ 0 RIJ . Dated: 9-21-91 ‘ -4 to be replaced (the old roof failed at least S years and
o B A & 2 -— &- R > -. possibly 10 years before one that was properly lnstalled
‘ ) . - % - gﬂi ! 7‘0 \( W A-Q..'- N would have). we had the same company that did the work for
Agat! 0 P i O )
- 2%\\":‘3 1’ )

o Mr. Forrest do the work for us. Needless to say, the work
LEA “-..___/f:s. Mousa ang his

Zulfiqar Alil : . done on Mr. Forrest‘s house meets with our approval.

ﬁ EXEL fj\ T
) DREXE oé% !l /EQ : Resident, The improvements that Mr. Forrest had done took alot of time
N Asmee N Lra 2 , 5 Gnion Hall Court and money. We belleve that the value of our property has
D Baltimore, MD 21228 been greatly increased by the work done on Mr. Forrest’s
el Yicinity MaP. ] i house both because the work improves the overall appearance
scale: 1°=1000 . of our property and, as a result of seelng the job that his
T contractor performed, we were able to identify a contractor

LOCATION INFORMATION ' ) - who will be able to upgrade our property to an acceptable
/,:Z' ‘ level.

Counciimanic District: e

. . A1l of the work on Mr. Forrest’s home was done with the
Etectlon Districti /57 utmost of taste and stylte. In our opinon, the work is among
the best remodeling work done in Woodbridge Valley.

OWNER;: _Correll W. Forrest 3.

oot moved it

Wavns's house i
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If you wish further informatlion please feel free to calls us

Zoning: 0OR. 5.9 .
Lot size: -2F Ac? /5,229%* ’ (747-6792) or to wrlte.

acreage square faet

Woodbridges Valley Is noted for the exceedingly high

petiic  private standards to which the appearance of its residences are

SEWER: E D neld. The work done on Mr. Forrest’s house certainly meets,
) if not exceeds, those standards.
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September 1, 1391

To Whom It May Concern:

A little over a year ago, my neighbor, Wayne Forest, made improvements to
hic residence at 2 Union Hall Court. The changes included new siding,
roofing, installation of a bay window in the front, and addition of a car 3 : M
paort. I find the changes ta the home as undoubtedly an improvement, ; i Pl O
increasing the value of the home and property. I ronsider this an asset F ; T e : I o : ' I PP PR

to the value of my own home in increased property value of the 3 A b e s T T S I L . A ?"-;""ZONING'REGUU&TIONS BALTIMORE COUNTY
neighborhood. I find the color selection of the siding and roofing very 3 ' : . I _ A i T T

compatible with the other homes in the neighborhoocd. An I find the E SN y . O RGP
addition of the car port adds to the design of the architecture. L § ) - b 2 ' i ’

- '.1.3': . 1963 -tﬂ .

RE COUN

ZONING REGULATIONS

=

Sincerely,

WQZLC/ \%W‘clcw’\—/

Jacq ine Sheridan
8 Union Hall Court

oo

oot IR LI L
3]
’

Adapted
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March 30, 1955

: -.H.‘-:T‘F:n:.—;,-

s 4
ARERT, PN

This is the property of:

—14,

in accordance with Title 30, Section 532(c) of the

Code of Public Local Laws :
er: of Balt =
Edition), with subsequent umencliTnc;::scouan. {1955

' Name grx_tﬂ 44 A - cember, 1963. through De-
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ZONLNG COMMISSIONER'S POLICY MANUAL CS - H)

SECTION 301.1 OPER PROJECTIONS - Rules are dependent upon when the
subdivision occurred.

A. Subdivisions approved from 1945 to 1955, the following
rules apply:

| ‘ _ S - . . OF
1. Uncovered porches are permitted where they would not R . . .

cbstruct light and ventliiation; ANELLO and TEMPLE

LAW BUILDING
1334 SULPHUR SPRING ROAD

. P.O. BOX 18280 e woomthrid e Ylev i A

| | - Do bokmthirpd g Viglev fmprovement anu JivVic Asse i
1, covered porches, carports, etc. have to meet principal | |  rosovwm B -
building setbacks. _ |

SALVATORE E. ANELLO, 1] — r

. . . iensville MDY L12ES AEi 4

. | : (301) 242-6600 DesoraH A. KELLNER £ ‘I"(OTES I ’
s‘-"idivisi‘i“s approved from 1955 to 1971, the following - . : | | JAMES J. TEMPLE, JR FAX 242-2041 PATRICIA A. HERRING c 4 Q
rules apply: ) | ‘ |

e rorest Famgts Mt
. ROBERT LIDSTON Legal Assiscants 3 1 o Hall Court
When determining the required setbacks for cpen structures 1N

Section i ini ired side ' ' | - ' . T AusTin Mugery | Fatenswille WD gz EXHIBI 2
the side yards, 25% projection jnto the minimum zequid en . . . _

if the pro sed use is on the side W . . : -

yard is allowed evin 2 ps fined to be the lesser L :

: . Tepr Fejion Hegiddents of Woodbrmdees 5 ailev
the greater setback. "Hinimum® is de d t - ; 7 _ y y . . U v,
setback requirement side and not the specific side that the : T =2

. i : ) e I & _ - June 26, 1990 q/f[ég/‘q'
projection is proposed. -. ' ) _ : BTy lhaRiso T A : S

HE + [P T - L i - : i e : 0
- i am the ("pairman of the Zoning Committes for Woodbridge Valley.
b 4 I‘

. _ AV SR s : . 93 . ’ csponsibilliv te address all 1sstes that affect our DR 3.9 Zoninsg.
subdivisions approved from 1971 to present, the following ‘. ' B L - _ _ . : 'h : Q

; ' g : : s ' Mr & . The carnort on
rules apply: - 34 5 <o _ . r. and Mrs. Wayne Forrest: oy i Lo

Cour property is outside the zoning limits for the
o o 2 ESes : _ . . 3 Union Hall Court
To determine the required cetback so that the 25% projection . ‘ ' l

proneriv, .—‘15. a rasuifr vou will have to have a variance to zoning laws in
| | ; o rl | | 3 Union Hall Courf = order to receive a valid building permit. in order te achieve Lhi
. that the 2ot & O Lopes . , RS X . L P RS . s . -=1r . - sl biza- . teafa - 15, as
I Dn‘dcvelzp:cs:;ezl:::ﬂ:lbe o | | . - o 7 P | | \r?l.r have k.egn bnef‘.d. vou will need to apply either as a resident/owner,
snown: th? gL . . | | - S .— e | | | ‘ aE: Violation of Covenante . ot pr A zqmmz_ hezring. | encourage vou to applv immediately for the
Ly | | | | A . | | 4/ _'/ ,g 4 nesrindg, sinTe in such matters we aiwavs require 2 public hearing. [f you
1. approved ugnder the small lob table or in . ‘ . . d ‘ ' , '_ L - . N B Dear Mr. and Mrs. Forrest: :13‘“9&‘;}12" :'35‘3“15‘““-/?“'“‘31’. route it will be more awkward and most
R.C. zone then the 25% projection Wwill be detemlzed irtm ; ’ . . oo : = - e e ot st
- — : the setbacks that are o g EE : . Z ) - This offisc d '
the required setbacks in the table, or t ; - %, = e v rrice represents the Woodbridge valle . ‘ :
required in the particular reral zone {see 1B02.3.C.2 - 4 ——— = Civic Association, Inc. It has come to gur attegtigﬁrzgzgengu ) -A’"Sel'lond Meiane ot the oeopertsy sl Dullding on vous
i S ‘ | — ‘ “ e o et s aroors cotoncion oo V4 _ wihich vou signed when vou purchased the property, all building on your lot
| | . ' = > = . A Union Hatl tonpty Cinic peoboct whs undertan your property . must be aporoved by the Covenants Committee, This fact is referenced on
E A‘ | - . ‘ o = . | o oty et IOtk the oobeniert commjhgtze 2fe2hglthout : page 2. of vour Zomng Hearing Checklist. Failure to do so would result
= . . TRI E S =2 . . . - m a civil court i and fi afear i Cov
o 7 = ‘ 7 | | ﬁsso?tztlon.— Ii': vas, ther?fore' e by rat ! t action and fine. Reference is the Covenants, paragraph
transition area standards chart (Section 1B0i.2.C.4 p ' | onstruct ] ‘L:t st he structure is, 2t lesst, in violet
leted 9/25/81), the 25% projection will be determined . - N : e e : constructior that the structure is, at least, in violation of the Zoning laws and cov F
from the required setbacks in the chart {see 1801.2.C.4, : , . A . ] sideyard setback recquirement under the covenants effecting y;ur .. 1}' N Td:s -dm Co-henams work for our mutual protection and to ensure the
z.C.P.H., Page 1B-16) : : - - property. This requirement which appears in Section 3 of your ' 122{"3”1?' ‘amde e et il the e vou ave.
i . -: | B _ ) . covenants requires that the carport you constructed not be e e eheitios ith, attondant legal fess from &
b. from svbdivisions & :

. "located nearer that 1 -+ s . X . subecting vourself Lo heavy penalties with attendant legal fee
transition area standards chart, the setbacks will be o ’ - - ‘- e chat the carport You constructed nc : =
determined the same as in C.3 belaow. ] . ‘ | _

'L““ County and Weodbridge Valler. This letter does not imply that either
he zoning OV ens: “a iz i e i ‘ .
) When you purchased your home, you were made fully aware that letier iz o not Pg\fen,dm variances will or will not be granted. This
there were covenants governing the property. Those covenants stier is on:v 1o intorm You of the legal requirements to apply for such
_ : _ . specify certain restrictions on your property and the procedure :.arzlgcfis an;.’ l?a"e them granted tc avoid fines from both the County and
. _ ) : . . ] voodbridge Valles. i
. -for the front and rear of dwellings - first determine “} | | . gggeigggg‘{alv?gltg? Associations Covenants Committee of any
what the required principal building setback would be , : : _ . S apparentl Y v ative alterations to the property. 7You have I am verv sorry things have ded £
For a windowed wall at that location, then apply Section _ ; . . ' . PP Y s:.mgly chosen to ignore the covenants which restrict facing pc-:t.e.ntial. o proceeded as lar as the_y have and you are
30i.1 25% projection. ! such constructions as you have undertaken. These covenants ” 2 sses as a-result. 1 second the advice of the building

' dwell 1y the windowed . /" ; : : . : e protect all property owners in Woodbridge Valley and are permit agency that you make no payments whatsoever to your contractor.
b. for the sides of dwellings, use only the windowed _ L

. ultimately for the benefit of you and ; too bears a part of the responsibility sinc

- El | ‘ all o . . ¥ since no contractcr should ever
all metback of ot 150 e e o 13+ to ho | - | . ; b4 £ your neighbors. begin work withouc a valid building permit.
dwelling exists at 15' or greater than 15' to the : i | - | e e | | j . | S ek it 1 i

property line; tied apply Section 30°.% 20 projectior ' - _ A our rtt er 1is Eo inferm you that you must immediately bring ) ,

2 e, th Grstilng existe Coe Wil be e . ' ' : Y property in conformance with the covenants. This means that

property line, Lhe 25% projection allowance will be S :

figured on the existing sebtback.

2, Steps and unenclosed porches may extend ¢ ft. beyond the
front building line;
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& CASE .
f #80-36-A 43 Big Stone Court . L
L > *
r 3 = 'S
¥ ® ) Reguest Side yard setback of 3' in lieu of . : 1
4 the required 10' and sum of 19' in _ .
] lieu of 25! . £
t Order 8/24/79 granted by the Zoning Commissioner - : ; B |
- .I_.'
Protests _ None!
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¥ Remarks None! except that in early 80's there )
x ) was no community association appeal - _ _ _ .
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